ur;a. Fur^wem.:re, ::he Wagner referer: 
g e s ^ a d : -J s 1 n g ^ e c H c r t n r e a c i : 
: r e o e r , t n e W a g r. e r r e f e :: e r. c e a o e s n L r e g n : z e 
purpose for adjUStimt^ the pH. As sooh, thejie wco 
for coie of o^rdioar\' skill i n one art at one t:o:e 
roodify the disolosiare m he Wagner referenoe c '/ 
range d i s c 1 o s e d i n t h. e B u r n s r e f e r e n c e . 1 e e , 
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lAl though the Coimti s s i one r suggests tnat, [the 
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s t. r u c t u r e i n t h e p r i na ry f-rior art reft^rence] 
mc'dified to fc^rm the [olaimed] structure, '^t^^he mere fact that the 
prior art could t-e so modified won id not have luade tne mi^di f ication 
oh' V 1 o u 3 unless the p r i lO r art suggested the desirability O' f the 
modification.'" Further, see. In re D^ow Chemical Co., 8]C p. 2d 4 69, 
47 3, 5 CSPC'2d 152 9, 1531 (Fed. Cir. 19 38), wherein the Court found 
that "The :"onsist.ent criterion for determination of obviousness is 
whether the p r i r art would n a ve s u g g *t s t e d t c c: n e of o r d mar y s k 1 1 1 



1 n the art that this p r o cess s h i: u 1 d ij c i 
reasonable likelihood of success, v i ewo-d 
■art . E o t h the s u g g e s 1 1 o n and t h e e xp o- c t c 
f oundea m the t^r lor art , not m t:he ajop ^ 
also, In re Stencel, 82 ^ F,2d ""21, "5o, - 
^3 1 r . 19 3'^^ wherein t li e 2: o u r t f o n t h t ^: 
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a y e s t e a c \' t n e a a g n e r r"^ H r :\ s r ■ "r : - r e s t a r: e n 
.::ombina 1 1 or. . 

ly rtr]ected ciainis 1-lE ur^aer 35 U 
:e same mventa.on as that: of claims 1-18 of copending Applicati 
No. 0 :) / c>3 6, 3 If . Applicants respeotfolly traverse this rejection 
Acip'l 1 ::ant s sut'mit that the present invention is a i s 1 1 ngui shable 
saiii copending r:>atent application. The ootplm^ agent of the 
present in -/en t. i i' . i c omp rises a c o^^mb i n a 1 1 o n c f a .■ 



me rcapt corgan ime t a 1 1 i c c impound and [b; non-sulfor o r gancm^e t a 1 1 . 
cc-mpound ( s ) . The coupling agent of the cop^ending apf)lication 
comprises a cimk-mat lo-n if Oa } d i s ( a 1 koxys i 1 y 1 a 1 ky 1 ) P'0 1 y s ul f i de 
(b; non-sulfu: c r ganome t a 1 1 i c comncundis). Moreover, said coper 
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Based cn the foreacLnci remarks, 
and claims f-13 which are depenueni : 
aforementioned patent application ar^ 
and r e c cii s 1 de r a 1 1 o n is r e s o e c t f u 1 1 \' r 
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